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ABSTRACT
Factors of effective co-teaching between special and general educators.
Jake Zisla
May 24,2009
Action Research (EDC 586-7) Final Project
Leadership Application Project (EDC 585)
_X_ Action Research (EDC 587) Final Project
The purpose of this study is to identiff the factors that lead to effective co-teaching
relationships between special and general educators. With an increasing focus on
inclusion of students with special needs into the general curriculum, co-teaching provides
special education teachers an opportunity to provide services within that general
curriculum, while giving general educators necessary support. The sfudy was conducted
in the form of an initial survey with seven participants, as well as four in-depth case
studies of special and general educators currently in co-teaching relationships. The results
were analyzed along three major theme areas: collaboration, roles and outcomes.
Compatibility, professionalism, adaptability and co-planning time were identified as
major factors leading to effectiveness, while content knowledge, disability knowledge
and experience were identified as minor factors.
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Chapter One: Introduction
Approaches
After teaching the first 50 minutes of her class, Carol glances up at the clock.
There arc 35 minutes left in the 85-minute block, and she is wrapping up her reading
lesson. Carol is a general education Language Arts teacher at a large suburban high
school. She is teaching an Intro 9ft Grade Language Arts class, designed for students who
have difficulties with reading and writing. Over half of the students receive special
education services. As Carol is finishing up, Jim walks into the room, carrying an armful
of graded papers, as well as a stack of current worksheets and overheads. Carol concludes
her lesson, and acknowledges Jim's presence with a formal greeting as he steps to the
front of the room. Jim, a special education teacher, begins a lesson on writing, using the
highly structtred Kansas Learning Strategies curriculum, designed for struggling writers.
With Jim now leading the lesson, Carol is free to walk back to her desk and grade a stack
of papers. Carol and Jim have over 45 years of co-teaching experience between them, but
this is only their second year together.
Downstairs from Carol's classroom, Mitch is beginning the lesson in his Intro
Science class, a group of similar demographics. Mitch, a younger teacher, is in his flrst
year of co-teaching. He's paired with Hope, also a young teacher who specializes in
working with students with specific learning disabilities and developmental or cognitive
delays. She has paired with general education teachers in the past, but has never taught
science. As Mitch begins the lesson, Hope assumes her customary spot in the back of the
room, monitoring the entire class and preparing to answer any individual questions that
arise. Mitch has planned the curiculum, which is a modified version of the general
education science curriculum. Since many of the students in the class have behavioral
concerns, Mitch is often in the hallway, processing issues with students who are being
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disruptive or who need extra attention. When he is in the hallway, Hope takes over the
supervisory role in the classroom, maintaining the status quo until Mitch returns to
resume the lesson. While Hope is in the room every duy, it is clear to all involved that
Mitch is the teacher, and Hope's role is as a support person.
A few doors down from Mitch's room, Roger and Stacy are teaching Intro
Geometry to a class of l0'h graders. Stacy, a special education teacher, has 2l years of co-
teaching experience, while Roger, a general education teacher, has none. Conversely,
Roger has been teaching Geometry for over 10 years, while Stacy is brand-new to the
curriculum. Like Mitch, Roger does the planning and core instruction for the class.
However, Stacy takes a different role than Hope. She is more active, circulating around
the room, checking warrn-up responses and giving stickers to students who have
completed them. When she feels that the students are having difficulty with a concept,
she will interject and lead the class through a problem or two using a different method.
What these three examples begin to hint at for even the most casual observer is
the diversity of teaming experiences that are currently in practice in schools today. While
Jim and Carol have an equal stake in curriculum planning, instruction and grading, they
almost seem to be in a tag-team relationship. Jim is only in her classroom for a selected
amount of time to perform a selected task. Mitch and Hope's relationship is strikingly
different, as Hope is in class all day, everyday, yet she does not take part in the
curriculum planning, instruction or grading. Her constant presence, however, gives her
more accurate idea of what needs to be done in terms of discipline, interventions, and
accommodations. Different still is the case of Roger and Stacy. While Roger is generally
considered the lead teacher in terms of curriculum and instruction, Stacy has adopted the
self-described style of a "helper mom," in the classroom, interjecting herself into the
instruction as she feels necessary. By looking at these three examples, we can see
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cofirmonality, as well as divergence in terms of, includiog roles, instrustional practices,
planning time, curriculum development, discipline and time spent in the classroom.
What is Co-Teaching?
With the increasing focus on inclusion in special education, special educators and
general educators are constantly looking for new ways to collaborate to provide services,
modifications and programming options for students with disabilities to receive more and
more of their education in mainstreamed settings. One way for this to occur is through the
use of team-teaching, or "co-teaching." Co-teaching, the pairing of a general and special
educator, can take many forms at the high school level. In some cases, like with Jim and
Carol, the class period in divided neatly into time blocks with, one teacher solely in
charge of a certain chunk of time, and another teacher in charge of a different chunk. In
other cases, as with Mitch and Hope, the general education teacher assumes the
responsibility for curriculum planning and delivery, while the special education teacher
assumes responsibility for delivering specific acconrmodations and instruction for
individual students in the class. In other cases, as with Roger and Stacy, co-teaching can
lean even more towards a team teaching approach, with both teachers participating
equally in dual instruction.
Co-teaching can have different manifestations, with different levels of success.
Weiss and Lloyd (2002) noted that general education teachers were viewed more as
content specialists, while special educators essentially took on the role of instructional
aide, similar to the case with Mitch and Hope. A study by Magiera, Smith, Zigmond &
Gebauer (2005) shows that in secondary mathematics classes, the most common role
shared by both teachers was the monitoring of independent practice, much like Hope's
role in Mitch's class, or Stacy's role in Roger's class. The authors point out that even
though the teachers in their study had been co-teaching for 3-5 years, they still had not
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gone beyond this beginning stage of the team-teaching relationship. What the authors
describe as true team-teaching, in which both teachers are active instructors, occurred in
only 9 of the 49 co-taught classes observed, and for only a short time in each of those
classes. The comparison can be drawn to Carol and Jim's work together. They have a
developed a system where they can each be active instructors within the same class
period. Their collaboration, however, cannot be described as being entirely a "team"
situation. They are each in charge of their own section of the curriculum for grading,
planning and delivery. While it is important to note that Carol has overcome a major
hurdle in giving up some of her territoriality associated with many teachers (Keefe &
Moote, 2004), it could be argued that she is simply "renting" out her space to Jack for a
half hour a day.
Importance of Study
ln order for secondary schools to continue to provide inclusive programming
options for students with disabilities, teachers and administrators in the field must work
to identiff factors that lead to the successful implementation of team teaching between
special and general educators. This qualitative study seeks to identiff these factors by
looking at co-teaching in the field and examining teacher attitudes towards their own co-
taught classrooms. The factors considered will include experience, corununication of
roles, opporfunities for planning, teacher compatibility, content knowledge,
administrative support for co-teaching environments and outcomes for students and
teachers.
There are many roles that general and special educators can play in the classroom.
In identifying effective vs. ineffective co-teaching partnerships, it is important to take
note of these roles, and how they are decided upon. In an effective co-teaching
arrangement, it would seem that the role of the special educator is that of an equal to the
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general education teacher in instructional delivery, planning and in-class decision-
making. In ineffective co-teaching arrangements, the special educator is relegated to a
role of simply aiding students with disabilities when they need extra help, in essence
taking on the role of a paraprofessional. Of interest is the degree to which, compatibility,
content knowledge, experience and planning time determine the effectiveness of the
a:rangement.
Moore and Keefe (2001) have suggested that, more than their elementary school
peers, secondary teachers in co-teaching situations have felt hampered by large class
sizes, large school sizes and unclear roles of special and general educators. This only
highlights the need to identiff factors that lead to successful team teaching. As students
with disabilities enter the content-driven, high stakes world of high school, they will
increasingly need accofitmodations and modifications to the general education
curriculum, while still being able to participate in the mainstream to greatest extent
possible. Effective team teaching is an efficient use of school resources on both the
general and special education side. Special educators can benefit from being able to
provide accofirmodations, modifications, and most importantly, instruction to students
with disabilities in a non-restrictive setting. They can also benefit from general educators'
expertise in content areas. Conversely, general educators can benefit from having an
expert on hand to assist with developing instruction techniques that follow best practices
for teaching the students in their classes who have disabilities. Most of all, students with
or without disabilities who are in team taught classes can benefit from having a wider
array of teacher expertise at hand being used in the most efficient and effective mannsr.
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Chapter Two: Review of the Current Literature
In order to determine the factors that lead to effective co-teaching, we must
examine existing research in the field, starting by reviewing current findings that answer
the questions: what is effective co-teaching, what does it look like, what are the
differences between effective and ineffective co-taught inclusion classes? In researching
these questions, which are dealt with mostly through qualitative classroom observation
and interviewing, we rnust begin to identify the factors that contribute to the success or
failure of co-teaching. If we wish to reach true "team teaching," what Cook and Friend
(1995) call the most advanced of the five stages of co-teaching, we must identiff the
factors that-exist in co-teaching partnerships that can be identified as effective
partnerships.
What IS effective co-teaching?
Mastropieri & Scruggs, et. al. (2005) have done extensive research on the topic of
co-teaching and its implications. They present fow long-term qualitative investigations in
which they observed special education and general education teachers in co-teaching
classrooms in the areas of science and social studies across grade levels. They completed
four case studies, and assessed each in the areas they felt comprised effective co-
teaching. All of their studies were based on teacher interviews and observations of co-
teaching situations. The first case study consisted of observations and interviews of two
different co-teaching teams both teaching units on ecosystems. One team was a fourth-
grade class of 25 students, five of whom were identified with disabilities. The second
team was a seventh-grade class of 25, seven of whom were identified with disabilities.
When reviewing the strengths of these two teams in the areas of collaboration, the
authors cited: (a) outstanding working relationships, (b) strengths as motivators, (c) time
for co-plalning, (d) a good curriculum, (e) effective instructional skills, (f) exceptional
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disability-specific teaching adaptations and (g) expertise in the content area.
The second case study focused on a general and special educator who team taught
govenrment and civics to an 8th-grade class of 30, eight of whom were identified with
disabilities. The researchers identified the following areas as examples of effective co-
teaching that occurred: (a) co-planning, (b) teaching style, and (c) behavior management.
The third case study focused on three, co-taught high school history classes,
ranging from 22 to 25 students, including four to nine students with disabilities. The
following were effective components of all three teams: (a) presented informationto the
class as a whole, (b) reviewed textbooks, major points or text-based chapter questions
with the class as a whole, (c) assigned work that could be started in class but required
work outside of class for completion, (d) assigned long term, project-based activities, and
(e) implemented some technology-based graphic organizers.
The fourth case study focused on a co-taught high school chemistry class over the
course of two yea.rs. It was the chemistry teacher's first two years of teaching, while the
special education teacher was a l5-year veteran. The classes ranged from 22-27 students,
with five to seven students with disabilities. The authors identified the following as
factors of effective co-teaching displayed in this classroom: (a) teachers presented
information to the class as a whole (b) teachers reviewed the textbooks, major points or
text-based chapter questions to the class as a whole, (c) teachers occasionally assigned
longer termed, project-based activities, and (d) tests and quizzes were administered on a
regular basis.
Viewed in total, the authors concluded from their studies that the relationship
between co-teachers is a critical component to the success or failure of inclusion
classrooms. The authors identified effective teaching behaviors, such as clarity, structure,
enthusiasm, maximizing student engagement and motivational strategies as factors
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leading to the success of students when these behaviors were practiced by both co-
teachers. Compatibility of perspectives on effective teaching, time for co-plaruring,
content-areaknowledge and high-stakes testing were also identified as the major factors
determining the success of students in co-taught classrooms.
This study is comprehensive and identified a number of features that contributed
to effective co-teaching, as well as challenges that presented barriers to effective co-
teaching. It lacks depth in identifying the factors that determine whether co-teachers will
engage in the behaviors identified as conducive to a co-teaching environment that fosters
student achievement. However, strictly in terms of identiffing the elements of successful
and unsuccessful co-teaching affangements through observing actual classrooms, this
study achieves its goal. The limitation of this study is that it cannot be readily generalized
to the greater co-teaching community. As qualitative case studies, albeit a large sa:nple,
the results can be viewed as only being valid for those particular classrooms sfudied.
Bouck (2007) conducted a less comprehensive study that still provides good
insight into how we can define effective co-teaching. The author was a participant-
observer in two co-taught, 8th-grade classes in an urban school district in Michigan. Both
classes were United States History and were taught by the same general and special
educator. The researcher did not participate in the direct lecture, but did interact with the
students and teachers informally. The author sought to answer the following questions:
(a) what did co-teaching look like in this case? (b) what factors of co-teaching were
illustrated in this case?, and (c) what can be leamed about co-teaching from this case that
can be added to the pedagogical literature? Data collection was taken in the form of
observations and interviews. Results were divided into three areas, which were (a) role-
playing, ft) spaces: to share or divide?, (c) tensions.
The author concluded that co-teachers need to think about the different roles they
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play in the classroom, and how their roles affect the views of their teaching partrer, as
well as the students. The study identified eight different roles teachers could play in the
co-teaching classrooms: 1). Instructor to large class, 2). Instructor to individuals, 3).
Disciplinarian to large class, 4). Disciplinarian to individuals, 5). Classroom manager, 6).
Supportet,T). Gatekeeper or authority, 8). Confidant or friend. The author suggests that
co-teachers need to evaluate and discuss how they can work together to fill the roles in
the classroom. The author also suggests that co-teachers need to discuss how they should
divide and share the physical, instructional and management and discipline spaces in their
classrooms. Finally, co-teachers need to take a number of steps to avoid tensions and
conflict between each other. These steps include valuing each other's existing roles, as
well as offering new role oppornrnities. The authors suggest that this will keep the
relationship from becoming stagnant, as well as ensuring that each teacher's autonomy
will notbe constrained. All of this is to be done in an environmentthat it is supportive.
The main contribution of this study is its definition of the roles that general and
special educators play in a co-taught classroom. While less comprehensive than
Mastropieri & Scruggs, et. al. (2005), both in the number of participants and in providing
observations of effeetive co-teaching, Bouck (2007) opens the discussion about what
factors lead to effective co-teaching. When defining her participants, she takes into
account their levels of experience in teaching and in co-teaching, their gender, and
whether they chose each other or were assigned. While she did not choose to explore
what effect those factors may have on effectiveness, she did begin the discussion by at
least defining them. This study will seek to pick up where Bouck's left off, exploring
whether age, gender or experience are key determinants of success. A key component
may be whether the teachers are compatible in terms of personal perspectives and
teaching styles.
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Bouck's study focused on only one co-teaching partnership. The researcher did
not follow the class for the entire ylffi, but instead came in halfivay through the school
year. The study did an excellent job identiffing the roles that teachers play within the
classroom. Future studies could include an analysis of which roles are played more by
general educators and which are played more by special educators, and whether this has
any relation to the effectiveness of the co-teaching arrangement.
What Leads to Effective Co-Teaching?
Having examined research that observes co-teaching and identifies whether it is
effective or not based on certain factors, it becomes important to look at those individual
factors. Keefe and Moore (2004) seek to do that by studying teacher attitudes towards
this service model for inclusion. Their study took place at a suburban high school in the
southwestern United States. The school had never required or fully implemented co-
teaching as a universal service model for inclusion, but several teachers at the school
were either co-teaching at the time of the study or had co-taught in the past. Eight
teachers participated in the study, including three general education teachers, four special
education teachers and one special education head teacher. The study was conducted in
the form of semi-structured interviews, which asked the following questions: 1). What is
your teaching background? 2). Describe an inclusive classroom 3). Tell me about a
typical day in your classroom. 4). What are roles and responsibilities of special and
general education teachers in this classroom? 5). How did you decide on these roles and
responsibilities? 6). Do you feel you were well prepared for these roles and
responsibilities? 7). What advice would you give to a teacher who wants to teach in an
inclusive setting? 8). Do you have any other comments? Clarifiring questions were asked
depending on responses.
The researchers identified three major themes from their interviews: the nature of
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collaboration, roles of the teachers and outcomes for students and teachers. In the area of
collaboration, the researchers focused on: (a) choosing co-teachers, (b) cornmunication
and compatibility, and (c) numbers and time. In the area of roles, they focused on: (a)
limited role of the special education teacher, (b) importance of content knowledge, (c)
modifications, (d) grading, and (e) preparation for roles. In the area of outcomes, they
focused on: (a) positive student outcomes, (b) negative student outcomes, and (c)
outcomes for teachers.
Based on their findings, the authors recofilmend that teachers need to be better
prepared for co-teaching by their teacher preparation programs. They suggest that special
education teachers who intend to co-teach at the secondary level have deeper content
knowledge and that general education teachers need to have better understandings of
disabilities and the need for modifications. They conclude that schools must be
thoughtful about how they pair teachers, although financial and scheduling constraints
often make this impossible.
While this study lacks the observational piece of the studies mentioned earlier, it
does provide great insight into how this group of teachers was prepared for co-teaching,
what they see as the challenges and how they view the impact of this model of inclusion
on student achievement" While their conclusions may be broad, they do advance previous
research to identiSi factors that must be considered.
While more limited in scope, Kohler-Evans (2006) also seeks to reflect on what
teachers feel leads to effective co-teaching. In this qualitative study, secondary teachers
from 15 urban and suburban school districts in and around Seattle, Washington, were
surveyed to analyze their attitudes and concerns about co-teaching. The study was
conducted in the form of structured interviews consisting of open and closed-ended
questions. The authors found that the majority of teachers surveyed did not choose to
t1
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participate in co-teaching classrooms, but had been forced into it. However,TTo/o of the
participants surveyed said that co-teaching positively influenced student outcomes, and
only 1 0% of teachers surveyed said that co-teaching had no influence on student
achievement. Teachers were asked, "What is the most important feature in a co-teaching
relationship?" The number one response was coillmon planning time, and the second
most common response was having a positive relationship between the co-teachers. Other
highly rated responses were shared responsibility and philosophy, mutual respect, shared
resources, similar style and equal commitrnent.9TYo of teachers surveyed said they would
participate in another co-teachirrg classrooffi, & surprising number considering how many
teachers felt they had been forced into the situation.
Based on their findings, the authors make the following recommendations for
effective co-teaching: (a) start small and ask for volunteers, (b) place value on co-
teaching as one of many inclusive practices (c) find time for mutual planning, (d) practice
parity (e) have flm, (0 don't overlook the small stuff (g) communicate, communicate,
communicate, (h) measure student progress over time, and (i) one size does not fit all.
Summary of Current Literature
Current research on co-teaching shows us what effective co-teaching can look like
based on classroom observations. Sfudies have identified teacher relationships, teaching
style and a clear definition of roles as elements that are on display in truly team taught
classrooms. Based on the research, effective co-teaching can be described as an
ilrrangement in which both teachers are responsible for cruriculum development and
instructional delivery, and one in which both teachers are perceived as equals in the
classroom. When looking at the factors that lead to this advanced stage of co-teaching,
researchers have identified teaching experience, co-teaching experience, teacher
compatibility, co-planning time, general educator knowledge of disabilities and
t2
modifications, and special educator knowledge of content as possible influences. Also
relevant are the roles each teacher plays in the classroom, how those roles are decided
upon, and whether they allow for equal sharing of responsibility. Further research is
needed in this area to solidif,i these factors as being relevant, as well as to identiff
additional factors on both the general and special education side that will produce willing
and capable team teachers.
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Chapter Three: Methodology
General Value
This qualitative study will provide in-depth information about the co-teaching
relationship at the secondary level at a large suburban high school in the Minneapolis-St.
Paul area. A study of co-teaching at the high school level should be more useful to the
current pool of knowledge than a study at the elementary level, as current research has
shown that attitudes of inclusion teachers in grades K-6 towards inclusion of students
with disabilities has been favorable (Mcleskey, Waldron & Tak-Shing,2001). This is in
contrast to the curent attitudes of high school teachers, who face additional obstacles of
fast paced instruction, specialized curriculum, high-stakes testing and a wider gap
between students with and without disabilities (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2001).
Initial Survey
Research in this study was gathered in the form of an initial survey, as well as
four co-teaching case sfudies, focusing on two special education teachers and two general
education teachers. The initial survey was conducted to identiff participants for further
study. The following survey was distributed to a pool of four special education teachers
and four general education teachers:
l. What is your teaching background?
2. Describe your inclusive classroom.
3. What is the role of the special educator in the classroom?
4. What is the role of the general educator in the classroom?
5. How did you decide on these roles and responsibilities?
6. How often do you meet outside the classroom to discuss roles and responsibilities?
7. How are discipline issues handled?
8. How do you perceive the relationship between yourself and your co-teacher?
t4
9. How do you think the students perceive the relationship between yourself and your co-
teacher?
10. Additional comments?
Description of Settingflntro Program
The large suburban school where the study took place implements an Intro
program for all of its core classes in the areas of math, language arts, science and social
studies for 9tr and l0th grade. The Intro program, briefly described in chapter one, offers
classes that are smaller in size, averaging}}-Z3 students. Special education staff supports
all classes. The classes are comprised of students with and without disabilities. On
average, 9'h grade classes are made up of slightly more than half students with
disabilities. 10th grade classes are made up of a much higher percentage of students with
disabilities, closer to 80%.
Classes in the Intro program are typically taught with modified curriculum. Of the
eight Intro classes at the 9tr grade level, only two use the same textbook as the general
level class. Of the six Intro classes at the lOth grade level, only one uses the same
textbook as the general level. On average, teachers in Into classes assign less homework,
are more flexible with grading and due dates, and are more willing to make
accommodations for students.
School administration requires that the special education department support the
Intro classes, but does not dictate whether that support come from a special education
teacher, a paraprofessional, or periodic check-ins. Staffing decisions are left up the
special education department, including whether a teacher or a paraprofessional can
support a class, and also which teacher will support which class. The general education
teacher has very little say in who will be in their classroom. Of the eight 9tr grade Intro
classes, four are supported with teachers and four are supported with paraprofessionals.
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At the 10e grade level, teachers cover four classes and two are covered by
paraprofessionals. Of the eight total co-teaching pairitrgs, four of the special education
teachers stay in the class all period every period, and four of the special education
teachers are only in class for a set amount of time every day. When classes are supported
by paraprofessionals, the expectations are different, as paraprofessionals are expected to
be present for the entire period every day, but are not expected to lead lessons or co-
teach. Their role is to support students with special needs to meet the requirements of the
class.
Initial Survey: Risks and Benefits
Surveys were distributed four special education teachers and four general
education teachers. Three of the special education teachers teach in the Intro program and
one is in a general education class. All four of the general education teachers who
received surveys teach in the Intro program.
Teachers were asked to participate voluntarily. I explained the possible benefits as
being a contribution to identifuing the factors that lead to effective co-teaching between
special and general educators. One potential risk explained was that the surveys and
interviews might detract from the participants' focus on their daily duties and classroom
responsibilities. Another potential risk was that participation in the study might damage
co-teaching relationships by plaeing possibly unwanted focus on certain aspects of the
ilrangement. Perhaps the greatest potential risk is that I acted as a participant investigator
in these situations. One of the potential participants in the study has co-taught with me.
The main risk of this arrangement was two-fold: 1). Responses could have been skewed
because they were speaking directly about their experience with me 2). Responses could
cause a negative effect on our professional relationship.
These benefits and risks were explained to the participants in a consent letter.
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Anonymity has been maintained throughout the study. Teachers are referred to with
pseudonyms and the school is referred in the general sense as a large suburban high
school. Consent was obtained from the school's principat to conduct the study.
Transcripts and audiotapes of all interviews, as well as raw data from surveys, will be
deskoyed by 1 1/01/201 l.
Description of Survey Participants
Of the eight teachers who were asked to participate, all eight signed consent forms
and expressed their intent to participate. Additionally, they agreed to participate in the
more in-depth case study should they be chosen. Seven teachers completed the survey,
four special education and three general education teachers. The fourth general education
teacher expressed intent to participate but did not complete the survey. At one point
during the study, she asked if there was a deadline for completion, and I informed her
there was not. Due to the voluntary nature of the study, as well as the possible risks
delineated earlier with regard to damaging working relationship*, no further attempts
were made to elicit her participation.
Of the three general education teachers who did choose to participate, one was a
male math teacher, and two were female language arts teachers. The math teacher, Bill,
was 25 years old, and had just completed his third year of teachitrE, as well as his first
year of co-teaching, This was his first experience in the Intro program, and he co-taught
Intro A1gebra. In full disclosure, I was his teaching partner during this year. I explained
the risks to him. It would appear that his responses to the survey questions were honest
and unbiased, however it is impossible to determine for fllre the extent to which our
relationship may have positively or adversely affected his participation. I am assuming
that his professionalism and honesty guided his responses.
The two other general education teachers were women, one aged 59, and one aged
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60. The first, Kate, is a 33-year teashing veteran. Additionally, she has co-taught for 17
of those years. She started as a reading teacher and was hired to create the reading
program at the large suburban high school where this study took place. She also worked
as a consultant to content teachers at that time. The progrum she created had three
classes: Individualized Reading, Reading and Study Skills, and Reading for the College
Bound. When her position was changed due to budget cuts, she began working with 9th
and 10tr graders exclusively. Reading for the College Bound was left for the 1ltr and 12th
grade teachers, while Individualized Reading and Reading and Study Skills were
gradually combined to create the Intoductory Language Arts program. In the 1990's,
Kate acquired a special education teacher to team with, and has been co-teaching ever
srnce
The other general education teacher who chose to participate in the study was
Carol. Carol is a 20-year teaching veteran, with 15 years of co-teachirg experience. Carol
spent her frst 5 years at a parochial school teaching grades 6-8. She then worked at a
large suburban high school for 6 years, co-teaching for the entire period, before coming
to the high school where this study took place. She has been there for 9 years, co-teaching
in the Intro program for all of those years.
All four special education teachers chose to participate in the initial study, fwo
males and two females. Hope is 34-years-old and is 8-year teaching veteran. She has co-
taught off and on for most of those years. She was a co-teacher in the Intro program for
Language Arts for 4 years, and when she participated in the study, she had just finished
her first year of co-teaching in the Intro Physical Science program.
Stacy is the other female special education teacher who chose to participate. She
was 49-years-old at the time of the study. She is a26-year teaching veteran and has co-
taught in 20 of those years. Stacy was initially licensed in Physical Education, and
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German, with minors in Health and Coaching. She began working as a half-time Physical
Education and half-time German teacher. After several years of lay-offs, ffid subbing,
Stacy obtained her special education certification in 1990. She has coached basketball,
track, cross-country and adaptive floor hockey at various levels, including varsity, junior
varsity and volunteer capacities. Stacy taught in the Intro Language Arts program at the
9th and 1Oth grade levels off and on for 17 years. She has also taught with the Intro
Biology program for 12 years. She just completed her first year of co-teaching in the
Intro Geometry program.
Dave is a 43-year-old special education teacher who chose to participate in the
initial study. He is a l6-year teaching veteran, with 3 years of co-teaching experience.
Dave was technology education teacher for 13-and-a-half years. He obtained his special
education license in Emotional Behavioral Disorders (EBD) and worked as a special
educationteacher fortwo and ahalf years, co-teaching in all of them. He is currently
back working in the technology education department, but was a special education
teacher at the time of the survey. Dave is the only respondent who did not work in the
Intro program. He co-taught with regular education teachers in Algebra and Geometry.
Jim was the final participant. At the time of the study, he was 58-years old with
over 25 years of teaching and co-teaching experience. For the first half of his career, Jim
was an elementary regular educationteacher. During the second half of his career, Jim
has been a special education teacher, including a lead teacher in an EBD Setting III
program, as well as a Setting I and II multi-categorical special education teacher. Jim has
worked in a variety of co-teaching pairings. As a regular education teacher, he co-taught
with other regular education teachers, as well as special education teachers. Likewise, as
a special education teacher, Jim has paired with both special and general education
teachers. Since he has worked at the large subr:rban high school where this study took
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place, Jim has worked primarily with the Intro Physical Science program, having three
different teaching partners. He has also worked for the last two years with the Intro
Language Arts program.
Survey Analysis
The survey results were analyzed to examine what levels of effectiveness co-
teachers were reaching, as well as what factors were present in each relationship that led
to effectiveness or ineffectiveness in certain areas. Thematically, the surveys were
disseminated using the three main themes that were identified by Keefe and Moore
(200a): 1) Collaboration,2) Roles, and 3) Outcomes. The firsttheme, collaboration,
includes a number of factors. It would appear that chief among them would be planning
time. Current literature lists this as perhaps the greatest factor in collaboration, followed
by compatibility and/or positive relationships between the co-teachers (Kohler & Evans,
2006). Additional factors falling under the broader umbrella of collaboration would
include whether or not the co-teachers get to choose their partners, what are the numbers
in the classroom, and how much communication is happening between partners.
An analysis of roles played by each teacher in the classroom is vital to
investigating the nature of the co-teaching relationship. Some factors in this area include
the limited role of the special education teacher, the importance of content knowledge,
modifications for individual students with disabilities, grading, and preparing and
discussing the roles to by played (Keefe and Moore, 2004). Bouck's 2007 study goes
even funher to identifu roles played in the classroom, including: l) Instructor to large
class, 2) Instructor to individuals, 3) Disciplinarian to large class, 4) Disciplinarian to
individuals, 5) Classroom manager, 6) Supporter,T) Gatekeeper or authority, 8)
Confidant or friend.
The final therne focuses on outcomes for both students and teachers. Because this
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was a sfudy based on teacher response as opposed to student data or achievement
statistics, ffiy analysis of student outcomes, positive or negative, must be considered as
anecdotal and observational. There is still value, however, in some discussion of possible
benefits or risks to student outcomes as observed by the teachers in co-teaching
relationships. More important still, is the analysis of the positive and negative outcomes
of co-teaching for the teachers participating.
The results of the survey were used to identiff participants for a more in-depth
case sfudy based on the above themes. Four participants were chosen, two general
education teachers and two special education teachers. Teachers were not selected based
on their scale of effectiveness or ineffectiveness, but rather, based on the depth and
diversity of their responses when compared to their peers at the school, as well as to the
existing literature on co-teaching. Teachers who seemed to provide either strong support
for current research, or provided divergent opposition to the research, were deemed
worthy of further case study.
In addition to using the results of the initial survey to identiff participants, the
data will be presented in the next chapter with the intent of helping to draw valuable
conclusions about the atnosphere and culnre of co-teaching that exists at this school,
particularly i, the area of teacher attitudes.
Case Study Interviews
Participants chosen for a case study wsre given the following semi-structured
interview, with additional clariffing and follow-up questions asked based on responses:
1. What is your teaching background?
2. How long have you been co-teaching with your current partner?
3. How is curiculum developed for your class?
4. How is instruction delivered in your class?
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5. What is your role in the classroom?
6. What is your partner's role?
7. How did you decide on these roles?
8. How often do you and yor:r co-teaching partrrer meet to plan the curriculum and
instnrctional time?
9. Whal. are some factors that lead to effective co-teaching?
10. Do you like co-teaching, would you do it again?
The case studies were analyzed in terms of existing themes and factors in current
literature. These include the aforementioned themes of collaboration, roles and outcomes.
The results were also analyzed in comparison to the factors of effectiveness highlighted
by Mastropieri & Suggs, et. al. (2005), which included: 1) Compatibility, 2) Co-Planning
Time, 3) Content Knowledge, and 4) High Stakes Testing/Responsibility for curriculum.
These factors appear in different aspects of the three main themes, but do seem to provide
a solid framework for examining effectiveness. Additionally, the survey and case study
results themsr:lves provided new thematic questions, or more accurately, new ways of
looking at the existing themes. As will be delineated in the following chapters, many of
the responses in this study seem to support the current research, while many seem to
refute it, or at least provide a new order of priority for certain factors.
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Chapter Four: Findings
Initial Surveys: Determinirrg Themes
The purpose of this study is to determine the factors of effective co-
teaching at the secondary level through the analysis of current literatue, an initial survey
and forx in-depth case studies. The themes that emerged in this study were broken down
and analyzed in three different areas: collaboration, roles and outcomes.
The :first area, collaboration, refers broadly to the ways in which two teachers
work togethrlr. More specifically, collaboration includes two major component parts, co-
planning time and compatibility. It has been noted (Kohler-Evans, 2006) that co-planning
time is a major factor in the success of co-teaching relationshipr, and that it is often
considered as the main avenue in which teachers can collaborate. Compatibility is
another aspect of collaboration, and refers to the degree to which each teacher in the co-
teaching relationship feels respected and valued. It falls under the broader theme of
collaboration, because, as survey and case study respondents indicate, compatibility is
integral in determinit g whether co-teachers will be able to work together successfully or
not. Findings also indicate that professionalism is a key determinant of compatibility. As
will be discusised later, professionalism means different things for each parhrer. For
general educaftors, professionalism means being prepared with lessons, being content area
masters and having backup plans. For special educators, professionalism means being
adaptable to different classrooms, being prepared and being disability-specific masters.
The second major theme of this study is roles. The special and general education
teachers can take a variety of roles in the classroom, which can contribute directly to the
success or failure of their relationship. Roles taken by teachers in this study were
comparsd to roles delineated in earlier research, and analyzed in terms of how th"y
affected the collaboration of the teams.
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The third majortheme of this study was outcomes. Outcomes for students were
briefly analyzed, while more attention was paid to outcomes for teachers, both general
and special education. It was found that when good collaboration was in place, and when
each teacher was taking roles they were comfortable or effective with, outcomes were
generally good. If there was a breakdown in collaboration or roles, the outcomes were
predictably negative.
Collaboration: Co-Planning Time
In the initial survey, there was not a consensus about the importance of co-
planning time. The Intro program used to provide co-planning time for the entire team,
meaning that Social Snrdies, Language Arts, Math and Science teachers of both 9th and
10tr grade classes, as well as their special education teaching partners, had coilrmon time
to meet and plan as a broader Intro team. Carol, Kate, Stacy and Jim were all part of that
Intro team. Based on their suruey results, it seems that now that the time has been taken
away, most planning sessions happen through emails, or brief face-to-face encounters in
the halls or after school. Carol, Kate and Jim editorialized on the negative affects of that
loss of planning time.
Carol said, "'We used to have meeting time, but unfortunately, it was taken away.
Now, there are emails, phone calls and brief conferences before or after class. No
planning time." Kate added,
"'When the Intro program was implemented, it was implemented with built-in
meeting times for all six teachers concerned. We met almost three times a week
for an hour as a group of six and then within the classroom as pairs on a daily
basis. This afforded greal opporfunities for teaming within and between content
areas. Mutual field trips could be planned. I felt more informed concerning
individual students and the six of us had a consistent set of rules and expectations.
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When this built-in meeting time could no longer be "afforded," meetings outside
the classroom were on a "needs basis" only between paired teachers, ffid
therefore occulred only infrequently. At present (and in all honesty), the two
paired teachers meet doing mutual hall duty outside the classroom during passing
time and during any oppornrnity presented in class. Email is of course used to
connect as well. Time is always at a premium in education and such "pure
teaming" seems to be an occltrrence of a bygone era."
It would certainly appear from Kate's intimations of "pure teaming," going by the
wayside, that she feels co-planning time is avital piece of the puzzle. Conversely, Bill
seemed to feel that while he only met with his co-teacher on the fly or during class, it was
not a detriment to their partlrership. Among the special education teachers, the response
was equally varied. Like Bill, Stacy acknowledged the loss of planning time, but did not
seem overly concerned by it, stating,
"It really helps to establish a relationship with that teacher. We email back and
forth and chat. (We meet) sometimes after class, quite a bit depending on what
they have next period. Otherwise before or after school on the fly. Otherwise we
email."
Jim, another special education teacher, answered the question about planning time
with somewhat more concern than Sue, saying, "Not enough, formally about onee a
week, informally, daily on the fly. Co-teaching works best when there are several
meeting times a week." Hope said, "'We usually only meet to talk about discipline," and
Dave answered very succinctly, "Never!"
Collaboration : Compatibility
Several factors seem to contribute to teacher compatibility, including personality,
shared outlook and professionalism, but in essence, the definition of compatibility can be
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distilled down to whether each teacher in the co-teaching relationship is respected and
valued. While teacher impressions of planning time may have varied, all participants
either hinted, or stated straight out, that compatibility was key. Almost uniformly, the
teachers said that when it comes to discipline, hoth teachers were on equal footing and
were comfortable engaging in those issues. While Dave and Hope expressed that, at
tirnes, they felt they were only there for discipline and behavior, (a theme that will be
discussed in the section on teacher roles) most teachers said that discipline in their
classroom is handled by whoever is teaching, whoever sess the issue, or even whoever
happens to be closest.
While handling discipline in and of itself does not provide a comprehensive look
at compatibility, it does hint at what appeff to be contributing factors, which include
similarity of outlook and shared expectations. Kate reflected,
"I have been fortunate in having co-teachers with whom I share the same
classroom rules and expectations. I have also had the good fortune to have co-
teachers with whom I share professional respect and trust. I have always treated
my co-teachers and my paraprofessionals with that respect and trust and I expect
the same from them. I have never been disappointed."
Several teachers remarked on the importance of making compliments and positive
adult interaction a highly visible part of their classroom. Kate said, "The respect one has
for one's colleague must be highly visible." Stacy added, "All the adults are included in
the conversations and in giving their opinions. Everyone is encouraged to be part of the
dialogue." Carol said, 'o'W'e get along well and enjoy working together. We both try to
speak highly of each other in front of the class on purpose." Even Dave, who said he feels
he is not viewed as an equal teacher by the students, said of his co-teaching relationship,
"(It is) good. They (the general education teachers) were welcoming and easy to work
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with. They did not look down on me."
While Keefe and Moore (2004) indicate that a large aspect of collaboration comes
down to ability to choose teaching partners, only one survey respondent mentioned this as
a possible issue. Kate said,
"I think the personalities of the co-teachers should be well thought out before
assigning/selecting occurs. Teachers should be selected to co-teach on the basis of
personality types, the right kind of daily schedule needs to be in place to allow for
planning, ffid students must view this co-teaching occurring on a continual basis
at least during the beginning of the course."
While she is making a commentary on the lack of choice in the assignment
process, what she is really hinting at is the issue of compatibility, which seems to be the
central theme of all the survey results. As will be discussed later in this chapter with
regards to the case studies, there does seem to be a larger burden placed on the special
education teacher when it comes to fostering that compatibility. Jim hints at this on his
survey when he says,
"Each teacher must be mindful of the other's primary focus (regular 
- 
curriculum
vs. special 
- 
student). It is always a delicate balance for the special education
teacher to keep this in perspective for both themselves and the regular classroom
teacher."
Roles
As Jim's statements indicate, a large component of how teachers collaborate in
their co-taught classrooms also has to deal with the roles they play. Nowhere in this study
is there more variety between the participants than when it comes to the roles ptayed in
the classroom, and the perception of those roles. Keefe and Moore (2004) have discussed
the limited role of the special education teacher, the importance of content knowledge,
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modifications, grading and preparation for roles as the main areas of focus. Some of these
hold true for this study, ffid some do not.
Roles: Limited Role of Special Education Teacher
The special education teachers in this study were split evenly on the issue of the
limited role of the special education teacher. Stacy said she interjects herself into the
classroom and it is an outgrowth of her personalrty that she is an equal contributor. o'My
philosophy is coaching based," she said. "My job is to coach them and work with their
parents and teachers towards a futue goal." Stacy is finding a way to achieve
compatibility with her co-teacher by taking on the roles of manager and supporter
described by Bouck (2007). Both Stacy and Jim, when they co-teach with the Language
Arts department, are in charge of a large segment ofthe curriculumplanning. Inthe Intro
Language Arts classes, vvriting is taught by the special education teacher using the
Kansas Learning Strategies Sentence Writing Series, a direct instruction-based
curriculum designed for struggling writers. In this situation, the special education teacher
is responsible for curriculum planning, large group instruction and grading. However, as
will be discussed later in this chapter, while this relationship does promote collaboration
in some areas, it also has the effect of "tag-team teaching," or "parallel teaching," as Jim
calls it. The teachers are not necessarily teaming, but rather trading off duties at a certain
point in the class.
While Jim and Stacy do seem to have some stake in being equal partners with
their co-teachers, the other two special education teachers do not. Hope said she is more
of a paraprofessional in her class, monitoring and supporting sfudents who need help
while the general education teacher conducts the lessons. Dave said,
"I worked more as a para or teacher's assistant. I taught one lesson when the
teacher was sick. Just basically checked in on my caseload and their progress and
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walked around and helped all students. Not a good use of time, because I could
have taught more."
He went fi.rther, bringing upthe focus of high stakes testing discussed by Mastropieri &
Scruggs, et. al. (2005):
"I think in the world of high stakes testing, teachers are hetd more accountable.
Because of this, teachers may be less willing to share their teaching duties. This
makes it more difficult for me as a special education teacher willing to help."
Roles: Disability Awareness, Interventions and Classroom Manager
While there was a split in special educator response as far as diminished role, with
regards to sharing instruction, curriculum planning and grading, there did seem to be
consensus that one of the special educator's roles was certainly to provide adaptations
and modifications for the students with disabilities. This came in a variety of forms, such
as providing ideas for interventions, disability awareness, contacting parents, working
with small groups, note taking and organization. As Bill put it,
"The special education teacher can help keep the general education teacher aware
of learning gaps, suggest other styles of teaching, and ways to connect with
students. They can lead the class whenever they feel necessary. They lead lessons
to break up the monotony of the general educator's style."
All teachers involved in the survey seemed to indicate that the special education
teacher was more individual student-centric, while the general education teacher was
more whole class-centric. Dave and Hope noted that they paid extra attention to the
students with disabilities. Kate said,
"The special education teacher in my classroom has had any of the following
roles: taking daily attendance, planning optimum seating charts, disciplining
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students, teaching graflrmar and writing components, working with me on
aligning activities with individual IEP considerations (individualization), keeping
me cuffent concerning various disability manifestations and resulting best
practices, grading, curriculum planning and sitting in on conferences."
All special education teachers, even the ones who felt they had a diminished role,
said that they took part in at least some aspect the classroom organization that Kate
alluded to. This could take the form of assisting with seating charts, taking attendance,
monitoring independent practice, and classroom behavior management. As Stacy put it,
"The special educator helps with classroom organization, giving feedback on
processes, physical layout, seating charts. He/she gives feedback on instructional
methods and may be a teacher for at least part of the hour depending on
circumstances. They interact with the teacher as a peer during class and 'act' as a
co-teacher helping illustrate concepts, give examples. They may 'read' a student
and remove them for additional help, give more proximity, go for 'walks' with
students. Proximity and interaction are keys all the way around. The special ed.
person may anticipate or 'see' potential questions and ask them of the teacher as
part of the team or supplement the day's instruction with more strucfure, learning
aides, etc."
Bill echoed the idea that the special educator was a crucial part of classroom
organization, saying, "The special educator can go around the room and help students as
needed. They are another set of eyes to look for common problems among the students."
In this manner, the special education teacher is not just aware of the students with
disabilities, but of all the students in the class. Several special educators said they felt
they are there to help "all" students, ffid that general education students will often
approach them for help. Relating this back to the compatibility aspect, Bill said,
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"It is a symbiotic relationship, and I think the kids see that. Truthfully, they are
more concerned about which one of us is closer to help them with their work.
They seemed comfortable asking either one of us about any question they may
have, and they were comfortable working with both of us. This shows that they
understood that we Eust one another and never need to worry about stepping on
one another's toes."
Bill's quote about "stepping on each other's toes," is a theme that will be fleshed
out in more detail later in this chapter with regards to the case study. In relation to the
initial survey, it is sufficient to say that there were concerns raised by special education
teachers about teachers being territorial, or unwilling to give up contol, as previously
mentioned by Dave. As Jim also mentioned above, it typically becomes the special
educator's responsibility to adapt to and find balance with the general educator's
approach. In Stacy's view, "It is their space." Dave adds, "The math teachers ran the
show."
Roles : General Educator Responsibilities
In exami.irrg the survey results to determine the different roles played by the
general education teachers, the rnost striking aspect is the sense of responsibility they
feel. As a Eroup, the general education teachers feel they are the ones who are more
responsible for the progress and achievement of the class as a whole, with regards to
success in relation to district and state curriculum standards, as well as high stakes
testing. While the special education teachers may feel more responsibility to the
individual student, the general education teachers seem to feel more responsibility to
working within the framework of state, district and building-level standards. Due to this,
the general education teacher most typically takes the roles of instructor to the Iarge class,
as well as gatekeeper or authority (Bouck, 2007). As Kate puts it,
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"I have a responsibility to maintain the rigor of the class in light of the various
abilities of the students enrolled. Therefore, I need to select those activities from
the Language Arts 10 class at large that can be applied to the Intro Language Arts
10 course. I also have the responsibility to reinforce in my units , dny writing skills
taught by the special education teacher. Since writing and grammar is about l0%
of the curriculum, I have a larger role in the curriculum plaruring and grading of
the class at large."
The sense of responsibility seems to stem from the idea that, even in the most
equal co-teaching relationship in the Intro program at this school, the general education
teacher is "in charge" and the special education teacher is there to support them. While
the level of support can make the teachers seem equal in the eyes of the students in terms
of in class decision-making and instruction, in the eyes of the greater school community,
it is the general education teacher's class. As Bill says, even though there is an equality of
instruction, as the general education teacher, he is more concerned with the achievement
of the whole class, as well as being almost solely responsible for curriculum
development:
"(My role is to) teach the main ideas of the lesson to the class as a whole and then
try to help individuals alongside the special educator. Prevent conlmon problems
and bridge gaps between the kids and the material. Ask the special educator for
help and insight on how better to connect with the students. Make worksheets and
lesson plans to help students develop necessary skills."
Carol is even more demonstrative about her role as gatekeeper for the class, saying, 'oThe
general educator needs to have a perpefual back-up plan. They need to keep materials
organized, seating charts and attendance up to date, and all information about students
current."
32
All four special education teachers responded that the general education teachers
they work with are in charge of developing the general curriculum. While special
education teachers in the Language Arts progftrm are in charge of the writing piece, it is
accepted by consensus that the general education teacher is responsible for developing
the bulk of the curriculum, as well as providing the majority of the large-group
instruction. "The kids know who the boss is," said Stacy. As Jim puts it, ooThe classroom
teacher is the curriculum specialist, while special education focuses on instructional
strategies specific to the disabilities involved."
Interestingly, while there seems to be a consensus that the general education
teacher is the content knowledge specialist, there does not seem to be the perception
among general education teachers that a special education teacher's lack of content
knowledge would be a hindrance to successful co-teaching as suggested by some of the
current literature (Mastropieri & Scruggs, et. al., 2005). This factor is explored more in-
depth later in the chapter. According to the survey data, it is unclear why special
education teachers' content knowledge was not a factor. It could be due to a strong
content background by the special education teachers in the Intro program at this school,
but it is more likely the result of those teachers making up for lack of content knowledge
with strengths in other areas, particularly compatibility and professionalism.
Based on the results of this initial survey, we can determine what roles the special
educator plays, what roles are played by the general educator, and what roles are played
by both. Typically, the special education teacher has the following roles:
. Intervention strategies
. Adaptations/modifications
. Disability awareness
' Classroom management/organization (discipline, seating charts, proximity,
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interaction, attendance)
The general education teacher typically has the following roles:
t Curriculum development/specialist
r Instruction to the large group
. Providing framework for the class
Both teachers can fill the following roles:
. Discipline
. Instruction/re-teaching to smaller groups
' Instruction to the large group (in Language Arts, and selected other classes)
. Curriculum development (in Language Arts)
' Classroom management/organization
Roles: Strengths and Weaknesses
The next factor requiring attention is the method in which these roles are decided
upon, and here again, we see variation depending on the co-teaching relationship and the
personalities of the teachers involved. It seems that in most cases, there is a loose
definition or discussion of roles going in to the class, ffid then there are adjustments or
natural developments that subsequently occur. Stacy describes one approach:
'oWhen I work with a teacher, I meet with them before the class starts and talk
about what their class will look like, and determine how I might fit in. I explain
how I like to work 
- 
walking around, using proximity, a lot of desk tapping and
reinforcernent and checking in while they are teaching, sometimes raising my
hand to participate to reinforce concepts, give examples or ask for clarification. I
ask if there is any part of their teaching I could help with in some way or how I
could be included in some daily part of the class. There is a lot of discussion and
processing after class and sometimes during class about how things are going,
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what worked, what didn't."
According to curent research, this would be considered an ideal approach: there
is an initial discussion of strengths and weaknesses that is followed by adjustment and
tweaking as needed. Bill describes a less well-defined, but seemirgly effective
alternative, saying, "Our natural flow and styles led us to this point. It was
complementary and easy for us to help bring out the best in both of us."
Kate, who has been with the Intro program since its inception, has seen role
development handled in a few different ways, being at flrst mandated, and then later
adapted and negotiated. She added that the definition of roles and responsibilities has
been made easier by the fact that she has had a limited number of teaching partners.
"Fortunately, I have been paired with only three special education teachers in my 17
years of co-teaching and those roles and responsibilities have remained largely intact,"
she said.
In Carol's case, she came into a situation where the special educator had already
been in the position for several years before she got there. She said, "'When I took the
position, the roles were fairly set. Over the years they have settled into more defined
roles, but it seems to work for students. I've had very few personality conflicts." She
seems to agree with Kate that from a general education teacher's perspective, it is
preferable to have consistency and experience working together. It is worth noting,
however, that Bill feels his co-teaching relationship has been successful in its first year.
Jim perhaps best describes the difference between theory and practice in terms of
deciding on roles for teachers in co-taught classrooms when he says, "Ideally, these roles
are determined first by the needs of the student, then the classroom and special education
teacher, and finally by the classroom curriculum and structure. Reality generally dictates
just the opposite."
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There is a great diversity in the roles played by special and general educators in
the Intro program, as well as a great diversity in how each teacher approaches
determining or choosing their roles. In co-teachirrg relationships where roles have been
chosen or evolved through clear communication of strengths, weaknesses and
preferences, there is a greater likelihood that the co-teachers will feel respected and
valued. If this compatibility occurs, there is a greater likelihood of effective
collaboration, all of which will lead to positive teacher outcomes.
Outcomes
Having analyzed the importance of collaboration and roles, the investigation into
factors of effective co-teaching must logically progress to the study of the outcomes of
co-teaching relationships. As mentioned earlier, the study focuses on teacher perceptions
and experiences in co-teacHrg, so any data presented about positive or negative
outcomes for students must be viewed through that lens. However, it is still worthwhile to
delve into what the teacher perceives as the outcomes of co-teaching for sfudents.
The rnajority of data collected on perceived student outcomes was positive, As
Bill said, "My co-teacher not only made my life easier, but did a lot to help the students
in their learning." Other respondents said that students, with or without disabilities,
benefit not only from having two teachers there to help with questions, but also from
seeing positive adult interaction modeled for them. Dave said, "The kids responded well
to both myself and the general education teacher. They treated me with respect and asked
me questions." As highlighted earlier, Bill said, "The students seemed comfortable asking
either of us about any question they may have, and they v/ere comfortable working with
both of us." Kate added,
"As students begin to feel more comfortable with the teachers individually, times
will often occur when one or the other will be able to work outside the classroom
36
with one sfudent or a small group of students, or for one teacher to handle the
class on his/her own when the other is called away 'to put out fires' elsewhere in
the building."
Several of the general education teachers seemed to say that when co-teaching
was working well, sfudent outcomes were positive, and when co-teaching was not
working well, student outcome$ wers predictably negative. In these cases, it is the
reocclrrring factors of professionalism and compatibility that the general education
teachers seem to identifr as defining positive or negative relationships. Carol indicates
that, in general, the co-teacher is of great benefit to the classroom. However, she says that
some special education teachers come to teach a segment of the class and are unprepared,
forcing the general education teacher to have a perpetual back-up plan. She added that
too much improvisation can hurt the structure and framework of the class. With regards
to the affect of compatibility in co-teaching relationshipr on student outcomes, Kate said,
"At its best, co-teaching is simply magic for student and teacher alike. At its worst, it can
be very detrimental for both as well."
Overwhelmingly, the data points to positive teacher outcomes from co-teaching,
from both the general and special education perspectives. Kate says,
"I have made lifelong friends among those with whom I have taught based on a
mutual regard for each other's talents and an acceptance of the fact that we are all
human and we are all 'awork in progress.' I have enjoyed those working
relationships and have learned much of value in working with students of
different abilities. While I, at first, was not at all happy about the prospect of
having another teacher in my classroom, I now see them as indispensable and I
don't know how I did it alone for so long earlier in my career!"
Bill added,
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"Our relationship was a good one. It was a pleasure to work with my co-teacher
and he made my life much easier. It was nice knowing that if something ever
came up, we could reverse roles without any worry. He did a lot to help students
in their learning. This helped me realize things that I can do better and, in turn,
made me a better teacher."
Stacy added a different perspective from the special education side of the
equation, saying,
"'We coach together, in a manner of speaking, so it is very collegial and relaxed.
We try to find each other's strengths and weaknesses, so we may talk about how
to cover that in class. Co-teaching is more fun that teaching alone. It is nice to
have someone to bounce ideas off of, try new things, and help with a curriculum
so I can understand it more. It is a nice having a relationship with mainstream
teachers; they then understand a special education teacher's job too, and word
gets around that you don't just sit on your butt all day with 3 kids. If you have
skills, you san really help 'Nanny 9l l' style with teachers who may not know
how to handle certain sifuations or have weaker management skills. This makes
them stronger teachers and helps with building climate and helps to reduce special
education referrals if you can help intervene with those kids."
As will be addressed later, not all special education teachers feel it is their role to
give advice to general education teachers, for fear of creating conflict and a non-trusting
environment. However, in the case of Stacy, where there is experience and respect for the
special education teacher, or in the case of Bill, where there is a receptiveness on the part
of the general education teacher, it would seem that instructional advice, particularly
when it is disability-related, can be a welcome benefit.
Based on the initial survey, this study offers the following positive outcomes for
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teachers in co-teaching relationships:
. Help with cu:riculum
' Exposure to different instructional, management and discipline styles
' Exposure to intervention strategies, as well as adaptations and
modifications for students with or without disabilities
. Disability awareness
' Decreased burden on general education teachers with students with
disabilities in their classes
. Increased respect for special education teachers
. Positive relationships throughout the building
Selecting Case Study Participants
Analysis of the initial survey has proved useful in identiffing roles played by
general and special education teachers within this setting. It has also identified a variety
of positive outcomes for teachers and students. The data compiled in the initial study
indicates several factors worth further investigation through in-depth case study. The
initial data indicated that compatibility is likely to be a key factor in determining effective
co-teaching relationships. Other factors, such as planning time, content area knowledge
and high stakes testing/curriculum were highlighted but with varying degrees of
importance depending on the respondent. The case study investigated further that
compatibility, as a component of the broader theme of collaboration, is the key factor in
determining co-teaching eflectiveness. The parameters of compatibility were given
definition, as to how they refer to both professional and personal criteria. Additionally,
we determined whether other factors, (co-planning time, content knowledge and high
stakes testing/curriculum) were in fact, of greater importance than compatibility. Finally,
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through our case studies, we examined whether there were other factors at play that were
not previously considered, such as age, gender, experience, or administrative support for
co-teaching. Some of these factors have been touched on by one or two respondents, but
have not been supported by further analysis.
After the initial survey, four respondents were selected for case study. As special
educators, Jim and Stacy were selected. Dave and Hope were ruled out due to their own
admission that they did not feel they were in true co-teaching relationships, being
relegated to roles more akin to paraprofessionals or teacher's assistants. While an
investigation of the impact of that relationship, as well as the factors that created it, is
worthwhile, their survey responses provided adequate data for analysis based on their
roles. Jim and Stacy's co-teaching relationships had more depth and scope, as they each
have extensive co-teaching experience in a variety of settings, with a variety of partners
and a variety of levels of success. It was determined that their responses to more in-depth,
direct questioning, would provide insight into the unanswered questions of this study.
Two general education teachers were also selected for case sfudy, Kate and Carol.
The benefit of choosing Kate and Carol is that they both have a multitude of experience
and insight into the Intro program and co-teaching. Kate has been with the program from
its inception. Carol has been teaching in the program for nine years, and hinted that she
has had good experiences and bad experiences. A limitation of choosing these two
participants was that they are both fernale Language Arts teachers of similar age. It was
difficult to divest any comparative information on factors related to age, gender, or
content knowledge. While it was informative to investigate content knowledge factors
within a curiculum area, it was not possible to investigate those same factors across
curriculum areas. While Bill would have been a strong candidate in terms of providing
comparative data from a male math teacher with limited co-teaching experience, the
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potential limitations outweighed the benefits. In fulI disclosure, Bill and I are co-teaching
partners, ffid I am the only special education teacher he has teamed with. In an interview
setting, it would be difficult to determine to what degree his responses would have been
shaped or influenced by our existing relationship, as all of his answers would directly
relate to our co-teaching partnership.
Case Study Findings
While the sunrey results hinted that compatibility would be the key factor in
effective co-teaching relationships, case study findings go even fuither in solidiffing that
assertion, as well as fleshing out a more comprehensive view of what compatibility looks
like in practice and how it can be broken down into component parts. These subsets can
be identified as personality and shared outlook, professionalism, and adaptability.
Compatibility: Personality and Shared Outlook
With regards to compatibility, all four respondents said that establishing a
dynamic where each teacher is respected and valued is key. One way in which this was
achieved was by having parbrers whose personalities can mesh well, and who have a
shared outlook. Stacy, Kate and Carol all compared the co-teaching relationship to the
relationship between parents. Carol said it is like having two parents in the classroom,
and Kate added, "If you can't get the parents to agree on one thing, the kids are going to
pick up on it." She also said,
"With previous teaching partners, I was recognized as the teacher, and I didn't
like that. They would always defer to me. Whereas Stacy has the kind of
personality that she is right in their face and knows them so well. The parity is so
much better. It's important to have that from the get-go. I say things like, 'I'm
Ms. Williams and this is Ms. Ward. She does writing and I do reading. We both
determine grades and seating arrangements.' I don't care. Lie if you have to, tell
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them you do something you don't. They need to know they have to deal with both
of us. And it definitely has to be visible. The kids sometimes try to mom-pop you.
And sometimes we play good cop bad cop. The dynamic needs to be established
immediately."
When asked to compare the importance of compatibility with the importance of the
special education teacher having content knowledge, Kate said,
"The cart is before the horse. If you've got the dynamic established, the other
stuff will come. If you don't have the dynamic established, who the heck cares?
Nothing is going to go anywhere. For example, when my co-teacher comes in the
door, I say, 'Good morning Ms. Ward.' And she says something back. So I
establish that she is there, I am here, and we're set to go. I don't let her sneak in, I
establish her right away."
With regards to compatibility and co-teaching dynamics, all four respondents
avoided the pitfall of having the special educator in a diminished role, either by design, or
by force of the special educationteacher's personalrty.Ufhen asked if he ever felt like he
was not an equal teacher in the classroom, Jim said, 'of 'm sure it happens in some
situations, but not really with me." He went on to add that the special education teacher
has to make a decision about how committed to be. "You have to decide, are you going to
be a support, or are you going to be an equal. I think it creates problems if you're not
really sure"" He went on to add that in situations where he is not necessarily needed in the
classroom, and ends up being a glorified paraprofessional, he will simply leave and find
other classrooms where he can be of more use.
Stacy was more demonstrative in describing how she has carved out certain
aspects of co-teaching responsibility for herself and other special education teachers in
the Intro program:
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'oWhen I started, the Intro classes had just been developed. The licensed teacher
taught the whole class and we were just there as quasi-coaches. Then, a lot of our
kids started coming up from the middle schools with goals and objectives in
writing, and we had all had the training in the Kansas Learning Strategies
curriculum, the sentense and paragraph writing strategies. At the time, I wanted to
have more power in the classroom, to be seen as more of a teacher. And I was
assertive enough to say, 'I will teach this curriculum in the Intro Language Arts
classes.' And that's how we've done it now for the past 15 or 16 years."
Both general education teachers in the case study were adamant that the special
education teacher should be an active participant in the class. In terms of the limited role
of the special educationteacher, Carol was adamant, sayirg, o'I won't allowus to work
that way." Kate said,
"You have to be an active participant. I don't know that I need that as a teacher,
but I know the kids need that. Stacy was always assertive and that was never a
problem. But when I had Hope or Sandra, I don't want to say they weren't
interested (in being equals), but they never expressed that they wanted to teach. I
think that issues that came up stemmed from that, because they viewed her as the
whip. In all honesty, youhave to seeyourself as an equal. I neverhad aproblem
seeing myself as an equal, but with Sandra and Hope, they didn't see themselves
as equal."
Interestingly, it would seem that from these case studies, the diminished role of the
special education teacher results not from a general education teacher refusing to
relinquish control, but rather from the special education teacher's lack of interest or
assertiveness. This speaks to the personality aspect of compatibility. A special educator
who is confident in their expertise and their role will find it easier to create a relationship
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where they are respected and valued as an equal. Special educators who do not exert
confidence will have more difficulty.
Another common theme related to personality that emerged from the general
education teachers related to compatibility was the idea of trust and continuity. Their
responses indicated that working with the same co-teacher over a number of years aided
in building colnmon ground. Kate described herself as "lucky" to have had only three
different partrers in l7 years, adding that it was detrimental to have a new person each
year.Stacy commented on the Intro Biology class that she has co-taught with the same
general education teacher for ten years, saying, "'W'e've been working together so long,
we have the shorthand, we have the routines. I mean, we can even shift in the middle of
class now. It's really sweet to have that relationship. When you have that trust, it's so
much easier." While there did seem to be a premium placed on working with the same
partner over and over again, all four teachers did say that the relationship could work
with a brand new person as long as both parbrers were open and willing.
Professionalism
A common thread that was inexorably tied to the compatibility aspect was the
theme of professionalism, which was mentioned especially by the general education
teacher. Their definition of professionalism could be distilled into the following
characteristics: 1). Being prepared 2). Letting the other teacher know when you wouldn't
be there 3). Following through 4). Working together to develop a conrmon ground with
your co-teacher. In terms of general educator responses, professionalism seemed to be a
feature they required from special educators. Most of the general education teachers'
concerns stemmed from the fact that when the special education teacher was gone, due to
either being called to the office, dealing with a student on their caseload, being in a
meeting, or being otherwise detained, responsibility fell to the general education teacher
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to pick up the slack. Both general education teachers stated that it was a vital part of a
special education teacher's professionalism that they make their partner aware of their
absences as far in advance as they could. Kate said,
"I was lucky. Whenever they were not coming, they would call me, or email me
and I appreciated that. What I appreciated even more was when they had someone
to send, they would do it, because you get used to that other person for just the
simple things, handing things out or taking attendance. The general education
teacher has to be flexible because this person is going to be pulled away. The
special education teacher, in turn, has to be responsible in terms of letting us
know. And you know, that's not good teaching, that's just common courtesy. As
much as you hate to say it, you are in a business and these are your clients and
you need to behave like it. One thing I would say is that if you are a special
education teacher who wants to do that and signs up for it, you should make it
your priority."
When discussing factors of ineffective co-teaching Carol mentioned, "Not being
prepared, doesn't know the material. Didn't do their homework to know what they were
doing for the day. But that can also mean things like not having enough copies for
everybody." As a special education teacher, Stacy also mentioned the need for
professionalism, saying, "I think that the professionalism is more important than
compatibility, but I find that compatibility usually happens anyway."
Adaptability
Neither general education teacher expressly stated that professionalism was a
concern for general education teachers, but both mentioned the need for having a backup
plan and extra lessons on hand, which should be taken as an imbedded measure of
professionalism from their side. Interestingly, both special education teachers indicated
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that, in terms of compatibility and professionalism, it was the express responsibility of
the special education teacher to adapt their style and approach to fit the class. Stacy said,
"I think when you work with people as long as I have and you have that EBD
background, you recognize that (other) person's personality and you just adapt. I
think it's more of an adaptation, a professional thing than anything else. I mean,
you can learn to like anyone. Everyone's got something to offer."
She also said that the approach was the key:
"You have to kind of slide in and not come in with guns blaeing. You've got to
start with, 'h*y, how are you doing?' and just be real mellow. You want to
support the teacher and say, 'Hey, that was a good lesson today.' You've got to
build them up too. More than anything, it's being abte to analyze the classroom
you're in and the dynamic."
Jim agreed that adaptability played a large role, and was generally the responsibility of
the special educator:
"You'll find, some teachers are more open, but some are not. You deal with that
whole management issue and it's the same as dealing with special education kids
as dealing with general education teachers. You know, how to stroke them the
right woy, what are they wanting from you, what do they need for support? You
know, where ilre my boundaries? Where can I step in and help, and where will I
be stepping on toes? [Personal compatibitity] is huge, but a lot of that lies on the
special education teacher because we're coming into their home. To a large
degree, we have to adapt to what they want to do, obviously within our own
constraints. You have to say, 'Within your strucfure, this is how I'm capable of
supporting you,' or 'If you're going to take this certain route, this is how I can
support you.' It's a good chance to model some effective methods to thatteacher.
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You don't have to directly point it out- I think we're pretty good at that, when you
see a teacher do something you like and then adding it to your repertoire."
Stacy used the same analogy of comparing the approach towards general
education teachers as being the same approach used towards special education students.
"You've got to be non-threatening. It's like working with a kid who's on an IEP.
Some of the teachers you have on an IEP too, and you just want them to do a liule
shift, and once they get that shift, it kind of clicks for them. And you have to kind
of manage that shift to get them to do what you need them to do. And I think
when you're an EBD person, it's easier to manipulate that a little better."
Stacy and Jim both indicated that part of their goal in co-teaching was to assist the
teacher in frnding ways to connect better with kids. As mentioned earlier, special
education teachers are typically student-centric. Both respondents in this survey provide
evidence for that with their discussion of trying to coax, manipulate or 'oshift" teachers.
However, there is a distinct difference in their approaches. Stacy's responses indicate she
feels it is part of her role to give advice to teachers in order to help them make
accommodations and connections with special education students. While she is acutely
aware of maintaining a non-judgmental approach, she stressed that many teachers need
an overt nudge or clear advice. Jim seemed to be more concerned that his advice or
observations may be taken as pointing out flaws. As stated earlier, he did not feel it was
his role to be so direct. He said,
"The teaeher has to be comfortable because I'm in there seeing them at their best
and their worst. Honesty is important. I tell them at the beginning of the year, I'm
just there to work with the kids. I'm not here to make an evaluation of you. That's
the administration's job. I do not do administration. And I have been put on the
spot, you know, 'How's that teacher doing?' And I try as much as possible not to
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take things out of the classroom, because I see them at their best and worst times."
Co-Planning Time
An analysis of case study results in the area of co-planning time shows that the
respondents were split evenly as far as how many of them thought it was important or
crucial. Jim stated it very clearly, saying, "'We try to dovetail what we do, but it's difficult
without planning time. Planning time seems to be the huge issue in really making co-
teaching work." Jim has been in all possible co-teaching combinations (general-general,
general-special, special-general, special-special) as both a general and special education
teacher. He said that in many cases, what he does can he described as parallel teaching.
When asked about his best experiences co-teaching, he said,
"For a couple of years, w€ really did it. We sat down atread of time and planned
out what we wanted to do. It really gave it a nice flow. We had a calendar and we
could talk about what we wanted to accomplish by a certain date. We had
common planning time between all the Intro teachers back then. It was very
collegial, if you were having a problem with a kid, you could ask the other team,
'How is he in your room?' It gave us a nice perspective on a kid."
A11 three of the other respondents were part of the Inho program when it there was
common planning time, and Jim was not the only one who seemed to miss it. Carol said,
"It's too bad we don't have common prep time anymore. We met every day for
at least 40 minutes. It was wonderful. We could talk about any issues that came
up. It was that middle school philosophy, u little more nurturing. It was
unfortunate that it got cut. . It made us lose some of our $oup effectiveness and
continuity. We used to be able to manage things better. Jim does stop by on a
regular basis now, and when it was Stacy, I used to just try to catch her in the
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hallway."
Stacy and Kate were both part of the co-planning time before it was cut. Kate did
mention that teachers had a better understanding of the kids in those days, but she did not
seem to be overly distressed that the planning time had been lost. Stacy seemed to think it
was a non-issue. Stacy and Kate were co-teaching partners, and Kate commented on their
co-planning, "Now, it's honestly on the fly. We meet in the hallway real quick or
something. But (Stacy) was always real good about staying after school. There were
times where she would stay after class for 10-15 minutes."
Stacy said that when she worked with Kate, she would try to make time when she
could to make little suggestions or clarifu points. She described her planning time with
the Biology teacher she teams with in the following way, "She has 1*'hour prep, when
I'm usually floating. Plus she gets here really early like I do, so we do most of our
planning before school. We'll pop in and just chat a bit." When asked about her co-
planning with the Geometry teacher she works with, she said, "IJsually, I would talk to
him right before he went to lunch, or I would stay at the end of class into passing time. Or
after school, I'd stop by, just a few minutes here or there."'When asked if she felt it was
enough time, she simply said, "Oh yeah."
It has been heavily stressed in current literature that planning time is one of, if not
the key factor in co-teaching effectiveness (Kohler-Evans, 2006). In this study, the results
are unclear. One factor that heavily influences the results is the importance of Stacy's
personality and outlook. She previously mentioned her feelings that adaptability is a
responsibility of the special education teacher, and it would appear that this attitude
influences the degree to which she will go to make time to meet with her partners, either
on the fly, before school, or after class. Despite the lack of structured planning time,
Stacy makes sure planning occurs, and her co-teachers agree that there is enough time to
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meet. As mentioned above, Stacy's continuity with several of her teaching parhrers is
also k"y, because over the years, she has developed a shorthand with them, and less
planning needs to occrx. The study results do not seem to provide consensus, as the
teachers involved with Stacy's style of co-planning seemed satisfied, while the others
seemed to desire more planning time.
Content Knowledge
As Mastropieri and Scruggs havepointed out in several studies (2001,2005), a
major hindrance to effective co-teaching is specialized curriculum and the lack of content
knowledge on the part of the special education teacher. In these case sfudies, there was
some slight diflerence in opinion about the importance of content knowledge, hut in
general, all respondents were satisfied with their parhrer's or their own expertise.
Kate described her view by saying that she assumes the special education teacher
coming into the room has the expertise in the area, or at least the base knowledge
required to accurately teach the writing portion of the class and help out with the other
portions. She said,
'oObviously, I felt I was stronger in the reading department, because that was my
background, and there were things I might have done differently from Stacy in
terms of the writing, or small additions I would have made. But (content
knowledge) is not the key. You can learn. I assume that you can take in
everything you can get."
Carol's did not seem too concerned about her co-teacher's content knowledge, and
echoed some of Kate's sentiments, saying,
"It's interesting because I think everyone in the school thinks they can be a
language arts teacher. I think there's stuff for every content area that we each
know more about. We all went in to that area because we like it more than
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anything else. But really, more than anything, it's having a positive mindset."
While these responses give us good insight into the views of language arts
teachers, it is more diftrcult to determine the importance of content a^rea knowledge with
more specialized curriculum areas, such as science and math. Jim, who co-taught in
science classrooms for many years, had this to say about the topic of content-specific
background:
"I think it's hugely important, otherwise you're just a sub coming in and you're
not able to answer to deeper questions, how to explain content to kids who are
struggling. How to adapt it so you still have the content meaning and the rigor.
How to approach it so you're not affecting the rigor, but you're still helping out
the kid with a disability."
Stacy readily admits that while she was an expert in the area of writing as a
language arts co-teacher, she is far from it in Biology or Geometry. She said that any
difficulties she may have had in Biology are mitigated by the fact that she has co-taught it
for over ten years. She said, "I pretty much have a handle on the things we do at the Intro
level, whereas, if a student comes down for help in regular Biology, I have to do a little
more digging." Stacy also indicated several times that she feels her role is to be a "coach
or helper mom," and this shows that she is trying to find additional ways to be an equal in
the classroom even if her content knowledge is not as strong. This is especially
demonstrated to her responses about the Geometry class she co-taught in:
"I'm not licensed in either area (Geometry and Biology) so I don't really care if
I'm the lead teacher or not. I'm okay with being second fiddle. I made tons of
mistakes in there, and I still do when kids come down, but I'11 always say, 'Oh,
we'll figure this out,' or 'I'll ask a teacher.' Usually I'll just say 'I don't know.'
It's good modeling. I take a lot of notes and write every example problem and all
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the homework assigned. I would do that as he was teaching. So I'd be able to stay
a half step or at least even with the students. It was nice having the flexibility
because I wasn't teaching teaching. I could leave if I needed to or deal with other
issues."
While Stacy says she is okay with being second banana, she also says that her
co-teacher in Geometry goes to great lengths to make her an equal in the class, making
sure to be demonstrative in front of the students that Stacy was an equal. She seems to
have found alternative avenues to pursue co-teaching without express content knowledge:
"I can say to a teacher, 'What answers do you want?' and then I could go around
and do the checking. But for me, the important stuff to do is the proximity stuff
and to watch and if you see someone struggling, stop and lend a hand, whether
it's a general education kid or a special education kid. You help all kids. It helps
so that you are seen equally by all kids.o'
Disability Knowledge
On the flip side of content knowledge being the domain of general education
teachers would be disability knowledge, intervention strategies, adaptations and
curriculum modifications, which are typically the purview of special education teachers.
In this study, respondents pointed out the disability specific contributions that are on
display in their classrooms. Adding to Stacy's earlier points about content knowledge,
she said,
"In the Geometry class, we had a lot of ADHD, off-task, gossipy kids, so I
recommended to him that we use stamps, so we stamped their warm-up sheets. It
was an immediate gratification thing. We gave lots of rewards and treats in the
first six or seven weeks to keep them engaged, so a lot of extrinsic motivators. I
could do modifications, taking difflerent kids out for tests so I could structure the
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tests differently. For rne, the most irnportant things was that th*y stay gratified
and engaged in the class. A lot of kids were able to rebound just through getting
those itty-bitty extrinsic pieces. "
In Carol's opinion, the special education teacher in her room often had a greater
perspective on students with behavioral issues. Kate defined several benefits of having
the studenUdisabilitylbackgror.urd knowledge that the special education teacher brings to
the classroom. She said,
"You know, there's the file, and then there's the anecdotal sfuff, which is so
valuable. There's also the behavior piece which is lessened when students are
getting their questions answered. I assume, and I think correctly, that the special
education teacher has a better perspective on the whole kid than I do. The worst
experiences I ever had on the phone were with two special education parents. I
made a decision years ago that I would request the special education teacher to
call home because I didn't have the background, and plus, I feel that you have to
handle these people with a certain amount of finesse. I think the special education
teacher is a more effective advocate for these kids than for their parents
sometimes."
Other Factors: Experience and Gender
Several minor factors appeared in the case studies, including the roles of teacher
experience and gender. As mentioned earlier, most teachers would prefer to work with a
co-teacher they are familiar with, ffid that they have extensive experience with, but they
also typically followed up by saying that it was by no means a must, or even a key factor.
Stacy said that she benefits from her 10 plus years with her Biology partner, but spoke
about being able to do the same things and having the sirme roles in the Geometry class in
which she has co-taught for only a year. When Carol was asked if experience was a big
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deal, she said, "No, anybody could do it. It's more about having a positive attifude,
saying, 'H*y, let's give it a try.' I think it's more about that positive attitude than about
how experienced you are." Kate added,
'oI don't think it is as important how long you've been teaching as long as you
want to be part of the team. You can learn, I can learn, just like the kids do.
Everyday it's something, either from the kids or each other. The experience is not
primary. The passion has to be there, that's central. But if it is, I can teach you.
We can model things for each other and if you see it enough, you'll get to like it
and if I see something enough, I'll get it."
Carol brought up the issue of gender in her response, in particular discussing the
students' reactions to Jim being her co-teacher. When asked if the sfudents viewed Jim as
her equal, she said it was actually skewed the other way. "No, because he's a guy. I think
they viewed Stacy and I as equals, but I think they view him as a step up because he's a
guy. There is a gender aspect. It's not a bad thing necessarily, it's just the way it is."
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Chapter Five: Conclusions and Recommendations
Having analyzed and disseminated survey and case study results, it is important
to draw conclusions about reoccurring themes, and formulate recommendations that will
guide future research and practice. Common threads derived from this study would
include 1) Collaboration, 2) Roles, 3) Outcomes, 4) Professionalism, 5) Adaptability, 6)
Co-planning time, and 7) Content Knowledge. This can further be distilled into factors of
effective co-teaching, factors of ineffective co-teaching and benefits.
Collaboration
The results of this study would indicate that the key factor in co-teaching is
collaboration, and more specifically, compatibility. Compatibility can be described as
each teacher feeling respected and valued. The components of teacher compatibility on a
personal level include shared outlook and expectations, compliments and positive adult
interaction. On a more professional level, they include making sure the special education
teacher is an active participant and making srue the teachers feel equal. Based on the
results of the sfudy, it is recommended that special education teachers do whatever is
necessary to feel equal and active in the classroom, regardless of content knowledge or
experience. As discussed with the next factor, roles should be determined by strengths,
but the one constant is that equality and respect in front of the students must be
maintained. There is strong evidence for general education teacher support of this idea.
Roles
Different roles played by the special education teachers in this study include:
. Providinginterventionstrategies
. Recommending adaptations/modifications
. Sharing disability awareness
. Engaging in classroom management/organization (discipline, seating charts,
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proximity, interaction, attendance)
The general education teacher typically has the following roles:
e Acting as curriculum developmenUspecialist
. Taking the lead in instruction to the large group
. Providing framework for the class
The following roles can be filled by both teachers:
. Discipline
o Instruction/reteaching to smaller groups
r Instruction to the large group (in Language Arts, and selected other classes)
. Curriculum development (in Language Arts)
. Classroom management/organization
Roles can vary for each partnership, and do not have to be locked in stone to be
successful. The most effective method for determining roles based on this study would
be an initial discussion of strengths, weaknesses and preferences followed by tweaking
and adjustrnents as needed. This requires clear communication during the initial
discussion, ffi well as throughout the relationship.
0utcomes
While student outcomes based on this study must be considered anecdotal,
teacher outcomes caJr be clearly defined. Positive outcomes were dependent on the other
areas of collaboration and roles. When both teachers took roles that played to their
strengths and preferences, it led to each teacher feeling valued and respected. As this
measure of compatibility was me! there were positive outcomes for teachers. They
included:
Help with curriculum
Exposure to difflerent instructional, marlagement and discipline styles
s6
Exposure to intervention strategies, as well as adaptations and
modifications for students with or without disabilities
Disability awareness
Decreased burden on general education teachers with sfudents with
disabilities in their classes
Increased respect for special education teachers
Positive relationships throughout the building
Professionalism
General education teachers overwhetmingly felt that professionalism was vital.
Their definition of professionalism was l) Being prepared 2) Letting the other teacher
know when you wouldn't be there 3) Following through 4) Working together to develop
a cofitmon grould with your co-teacher. These factors related back the theme of
compatibility, and are aspects that special education teachers must address to have an
effective relati onship.
Adaptability
Special education teachers viewed adaptability as their responsibility in terms of meeting
general education teacher expectations for professionalism. A major recofitmendation of
this study for special education teachers is that they be willing to adapt and modifu their
approach to fit within the broader framework of the class. It is also recornmended that
general education teachers be willing to adapt their style and presentation based on
disability-specific reconlmendations from the special education teachers- Based on this
study, special education teachers can either model these adaptations, or be direct in
presenting them to general education teachers, depending on the special education
teacher's approach and style.
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Co-Planning Time
Co-planning time was a major factor for some teachers in the study, but not
others. This split was due primarily to the participation of Stacy in the study. Her
personal style and approach of carving out time in the day seemed to lessen the perceived
negative effects of not having co-planning time that the other teachers mentioned. With
the reality that schools often cut budgets and planning time, and the schedules can be
hard to manipulate, it is recommended that special education teachers take the approach
of Stacy, which is to make time whenever possible, either in the hallway, before school,
through email, or on the fly. It is also recoflrmended that general education teachers be
willing to take the same approach.
Content Knowledge
Content knowledge was an area in which study participants were slightly split on
whether they felt it was important or not. Some felt that the special education teacher
needed to have the background, or they would just be a substitute teacher. Most,
however, felt that lack of background knowledge could be mitigated by a passion for
teaching, willingness to learn, compatibility, and an ahility to find other avenuss in which
to maintain an equal standing in the class. This study was limited in that the two general
education teachers selected for case sfudy were both Language Arts teachers, making it
difficult to determine if other disciplines may require more content knowledge. However,
the special education teachers interviewed provided responses on their co-teaching
experiences in Physical Science, Biology and Geometry, which are generally considered
curriculum-dependent fields. It is recofirmended that special education teachers have
some degree of background, but by no means should it be viewed as imperative. What is
imperative is that both co-teachers have compatibility and adaptability, and are willing to
learn, whether it be about specialized curriculum or disability-related modifications.
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Factors of Effective Co-Teaching
This study recorlmends that in order to promote effective co-teaching,
partnershipt must demonstrate I ) Compatibility and 2) Active participation, In the area of
compatibility, co-teachers must strive to make themselves and each other feel valued and
respected. In order to do this, they must demonstrate a shared outlook and expectations
for their relationship. This is aided by taking roles that play to their individual strengths
and preferences. Personality alliances are beneficial, but not required. Partners must
maintain professionalism, which for special educators means the added responsibility of
being adaptable. Additionally, both teachers must be active participants in the class,
which means having general education teachers willing to share their space and power,
and special education teachers willing to be assertive enough to take a role in the class
that plays to their sfrengths and reinforces equality between partners.
Factors of Ineffective Co-Teaching
This study concludes that co-teaching partnerships will fail if they exhibit the
following characteristics :
. Lack of professionalism 
- 
preparedness, timeliness, courtesy, respect
' Inequality of teachers - typically based on diminished role of special education
teacher due to general education teacher territoriality, or special education
teacher's lack of assertiveness or interest.
Benefits
Ultimately, I recommend co-teaching because it offers a number of positive
outcomes for sfudents, including:
. Getting questions answered
. Benefitting from multiple teaching styles
. Receiving specialized services alongside peers
s9
. Exposure to positive adult interaction
Due to the nature of this study, I was able to identiff even more positive
outcomes for teachers who are co-teaching. They include:
Help with curriculum
Exposure to different instructional, management and discipline styles
Exposure to intervention strategies, as well as adaptations and
rnodifications for students with or without disabilities
Disability awareness
Decreased burden on general education teachers with students with
disabilities in their classes
Increased respect for special education teachers
Positive relationships throughout the building
It is my hope that based on these recorrmendations, districts, schools,
departments and individual teachers will examine the factors of effectiveness in co-
teaching that emerged from this study and apply them to their situations.
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Chapter Six: Self-Reflection
I chose to conduct a study on the topic of co-teaching for one simple reason: it is
the most rewarding thing I do during my workday. I have co-taught in each of my three
years of teaching, and each year, I enjoy co-teaching more. I have worked with traro
different parfirers, one who I am friends with outside of the classroom, and one who I
have strictly a professional relationship. Perhaps what led me to explore this topic is the
somewhat dubious differences I find in each experience.
With my friend, Bill, who participated in the survey, I find myself often
questioning what my role is. We are both young teachers, ffid defer to each other's styte
and approach. Our roles are not well defined, and our classroom structure has not taken a
definite shape after two years of teaming.
However, when we teach together, it works.
We plarl we prepare, we share many of the responsibilities. Bill is responsible,
(saddled, I might put it) for preparirrg the curriculum and grading assignments. I take
more of a lead in the classroom management. We both lead large and small group
instruction, with no apparent rhyme or reason as to who is going to do it, other than who
is closer to the board.
I often wonder how the fact that we are close friends who have only tried this
twice together influences our relationship. I think that we are so positive and respectful of
each other, and so dedicated to maintairrirrg equality, that we cannot really determine who
the "lead teacher" is. All my research would indicate that this is an advanced stage of co-
teaching, but I can't help wondering if I am holding him back in some way. He assures
me I am not. I think that for me, it comes down to not quite knowing what my role is. I
am sure the more we work together, the tighter things will get. Based on my research, we
are on the right path: the general education teacher is welcoming of my help, and I am an
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active participant. We have compatibility, adaptability, and professionalism, and we have
fun.
With my other co-teaching partner, Ellie, I teach the same subject, Intro Algebra
I, withthe same demographic of kids. The similarities stop rightthere. I have tremendous
professional respect for Ellie, but personally, we do not share many similarities. She is
older than me. She and I do not share interests. She is too serious for me. I am too loose
and wild for her.
However, when we teach together, it works.
Ellie is a master teacher in terms of lesson planning, developing opportunities for
hands-on demonstrations, large $oup instruction, guided practice and independent
practice. Every day that I was in her class, she was prepared with a lesson, a
demonstration, a follow up, and opporfunities for practice- Strangely enough, in some
ways, it is easier for me to find what my role is in her class. Just as I recognrze her as the
expert in curriculum development, she recognizes me as the expert in classroom
management, modiffing curriculum, reaching the challenging kids, and coming up with
interventions and disability-related strategies. Ellie always made demonstrative displays
in front of the class of saying things like, "Mr. Zisla, do you think we should do things
like this?" or o'Maybe we should do this first what do you think?" In return, I would
often say things like, "How do you want me to teach them this, Ms. L?" The sfudents
knew that she was the lead teacher, but they viewed me as someone who they could ask
questions of, and someone who, in atl other tangible classroom aspects, was equal.
The demonstoations of equality with both Ellie and Bill do not entail simply
acting respectful in front of the students. Both teachers ask me for advice on what we
should do next, both ask me questions about grading, seating charts, pacing, and
individual, student-centric issues.
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If you walked in to either class, I don't think you would realize we are teaching
the same subject, and I don't think you would recognize that I arn the same person. It was
interesting for me to do this study and apply some data and analysis to things that I am
doing on a daily basis. From the perspective of the general education teacher, both Ellie
and Bill exhibit compatibility, professionalism and adaptability with me. They are
welcoming and fervently dedicated to making me an equal, They seek out and apply my
advice on disability-specific topics, but also on day-to-day classroom decisions. From the
perspective of the special education teacher, I try to adapt my style to each teacher,
knowing that by maintaining professionalism and communication, as well as finding
whatever time I can to plan with my partner, I can foster compatibility and co-teaching
success.
For me, the most rewarding and informative benefit from conducting this study
was to provide a list of recommendations, benefits and pitfalls to provide other co-
teachers. I feel like I do agoodjob with co-teaching intwo very different settings, and I
feel that the research supports that. When asked how I make things work, I don't have to
say, "I don't know, just do what I do." Instead I have a prescribed list of factors that can
be followed by future co-teachers.
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